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CHAPTER I 
PROBLEM, PROCEDURE, AND PRESENTATION PLAN 
I. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
Introductiona Today both school and teacher work to 
provide "an adequate setting for the individuality of stu-
.. l 
dent needs" • 
.. 
It is recognized that basic trends in character have 
already been formed at the age of six or seven. Too often 
the efforts on the part of teachers to help children become 
well-adjusted in a group situation by understanding them 
has been postponed until a later date and by then many un-
desirable patterns have been set. 
It is the responsibility of the first grade teacher 
who wants to help children grow to their fullest c~pacity to 
understand the needs of each particular child. Recent 
studies show· that, 11 it is entirely possible to detect de-
viations very early if the adults who are associated with 
these boys and girls are alert to the symptoms and their 
meaning". 2 
1Arthur T. Jersild, In Search of Self, New York: 
Teachers College, Columbia U:niversity-,-1952, p. 5. 
2Helen Augusta Prince, Beginnings of Maladjustments 
and Delinquencies, A Study of the Methods of Detection Used 
in Thirteen Large Cities, Unpublished Master's Thesis, 
Boston University, 1947, P• 1. 
= 
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To do this an instrument is needed which can be (1) 
easily administered by an alert classroom teacher, (2) eco-
nomical in both time and materials, and (3) adaptable ror 
use with individuals or groups. One such technique now 
available is the Machover Personality Projection in the 
Drawing or the Human Figure. Machover's Method or Person-
ality Projection is presanted as a mon~graph.3 This study 
was rirst published in 1949· It is now in its rourth 
printing the most recent being in 1957. 
This study seeks to determine how well the drawing 
or the human rigure may be used by the classroom teacher 
as a projective measure ror, (1) gaining a better insight 
into a child's personality, and (2) to single out students 
that seem to be in need or rurther personality testing. 
Although the drawing or a person as a projective 
measure ror understanding personalities is not ex-
pected to tell all it does invariably tell some-
thing4and in many instances it may tell a great 
deal. 
Problem. This study will make a comparison or the 
personality patterns or 57 rirst grade children on the 
Machover Personality Projection Test and the Calirornia 
Personality Test. It is a small attempt to investigate the 
3Karen Machover, Personality Projection in the 
Drawing of the Human Figure, Number 25, American Lecture 
Series, gonograph, ~ringrield: Charles c. Thomas, 
1949. 
4Ibid, p. 105. 
~===-===- --- -=-
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II 
possibility of using the Machover Test as a screening device 
to locate children with personality problems. 
The scope of this problem is three first grades in 
one public school in a suburban Boston community. The 
children were representative of the middle-upper socio-
economic class in the community. The total enrollment of 
the three first grades numbered 57. 
There is much justification for this problem. 
Modern education places emphasis on meeting the child's 
needs and understanding the child. There is a need for the 
classroom teacher to have better intellectual tools as an 
, 3 
aid for analyzing what happens in the classroom. This study 
is concerned with the Machover Personality Projection in the • 
Drawing of the Human Figure as a projective measure for 
gaining a better insight into a child's personality. 
II. PROCEDURE 
Each child in the three chosen first grades was ad-
ministered Machover's Personality Projection Test in the 
Drawing of the Human Figure. This testing was done individ-
ually by the author as prescribed by Machover, Included in 
the Appendix is the planned question procedur~ as outlined 
by Machover, to obtain the story association with pictures 
which this study referred to as Associations in Drawings. 
The drawings were categorized into five basic 
--=-=-=== 
patterns5 namely: (l) no apparent conflict, (2) conflict 
with environment, (3) conflict with social adjustment, and 
(4) conflict with acceptance of self. 
To make the decisions as to which categories applied 
to the drawings, criteria established by Machover were 
used: 
l. No apparent conflict 
1. Vigorous lines 
2. Proportional--2 pictures the same size 
3. Own sex drawn first 
4• No particular distortion or emphasis 
5. Life like situation is shown 
2. Conflict with environment 
Withdrawal 
1. No hands 
2. Back turned 
3. No pupils in eyes 
4• No faces 
5. Lack of essential detail 
6. Disproportionate long arms 
General Anxiety 
1. Erasure - smudged, etc. 
2. Shadings not related to shadows 
3· Several false starts 
4· Feelings of insecurity shown when lack 
of stability in way character stands 
3. Conflict with Social Adjustment II 
1. Lack of agreement in proportionate size 
of the t\vO figures I 
2. Emphasis on hair, eyes, or teeth 
3. Sharp demarkation of clothes outline 
4• Emphasis on belts, buckles, and buttons 
4• Conflict in acceptance of self 
1. Figures small 
5 1'1abel s. Noall, Evaluation of §... Colleie Reading 
Program, University of Utah~ 1952-53, Unpublished Thesis 
Rd. D. Dissertation, University of Southern California, 
(1957), PP• 240-242. 
4 
2. Inferior size of the person of character 
of own sex 
3. "Daydream perfection" in character of 
first person dra-vm . 4· Disproportional (long) necks 
The associations6 of the dra1·lings are categorized 
according to Karen Machover's book and the cri teria listed 
in it. 
When the Machover tests were completed the Califor-
nia Test of Personality for Kindergarten-Primary Grades 
was given. The three first grade teachers administered the 
California Test to their respective classes in groups of 
ten or fewer. 
It was important that the Machover Test be inter-
preted before the California Personality Test was admin-
istered. The former was scored subjectively and the latter 
objectively. It would have been undesirable to have the 
administrators' interpretations of the drawings be influenced 
by the results of the standardized test. 
III. PLAN OF PRESENTATION 
Since it was the plan to not only have the child 
draw a human figure but also to have him make the story 
association, it seemed advisable to administer the Machover 
test individually. This testing was done by the author at 
6o~. cit., pp. 29-32. 
5 
.e 
I 6 
a time in the day when the tester and testae were free 
from interruptions. 
Each child was given a pencil, an eraser, and a 
blank sheet of white paper 8t x 11 inches. The instructions !! 
to the child were, "I want you to draw somebody for me, any- , 
one you want to." While the figure was being drawn the ad-
ministrator made notes (inconspicuously) of the comments 
and drawing procedure. 
When the drawing was completed the child was then 
asked to make up a story about this person. The associa-
tion form in the appendix7 was used for this and the an-
swers to each question were recorded by the tester. The 
drawing and answering of questions took about ten minutes. 
Upon completion of this drawing the child was given 
another blank sheet of paper 8! x 11 inches and received 
the instructions, ''Now I "t'lant you to draw another person. 
This time draw the opposite of what you did before. If 
you drew a girl or lady, then draw a boy .or .man, or if you 
II 
drew a boy now draw a girl or lady. Again notes were made 
regarding the comments and drawing procedure. 
In like manner each of the 57 first grade children 
were given the Machover test. After the Machover tests 
had been given to all 57 children and scored then the 
7Appendix, p. 71. 
-------=== 
children were administered the California Personality Test. 
Each first grade teacher Whose class was selected 
for this study was given the California Personality Test 
Manual and test's for each of the members of her class. For 11 
this age child the California Personality Test Manual rec-
ommended the test be given in small groups. This procedure 
was followed by each administrator and the test was given 
adjustment analysis. The Machover study as given provided 
for five categories. Therefore, to make the comparison 
between the findings of the two tests the following adapta-
tions were made among the items of the California Test. 
California Personality Test Adaptation 
Part I: 
A. Self Reliance ) 
B. Sense of Personal Worth ) Self 
c. Sense of Personal Freedom) Acceptance 
D. Feeling of Belonging ) 
E. \vithdrawal Tendencies Y.lithdrawal 
F. Nervous Symptoms Anxiety 
-- -- ---
- - -- --- ---
/ 7 
California Personality Test 
Part II: 
A. Social Standards ) 
B. Social Skills 
c. Anti-Social Tendencies Social 
D. Family Relations Adjustment 
E. School Relations 
F. Community Relations 
In this chapter I have presented the Problem, 
Procedure, and Presentation Plan. In Chapter II,I 
will present the Related Research. 
8 
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CHAPTER II 
RELATED RESEARCH 
In recent years our society has recognized the im-
portance of understanding children. It is known that 
"countless individuals will live their entire lives at less 
than normal because of tensions, frustrations, abnormal 
fears and other personality defects 11 .8 Conditions such as 
these present a challenge to the elementary school. 
Trends in the Modern School ~~~ -- --- ----~ ~~~ 
The modern school objectives are in terms of physi-
cal, mental and social and emotional development. 
Both Block9 and Burton10 call attention to the shift 
in education from subject matter, per se, to the teaching 
of the whole child. 
The first grade is a very important year at school. 
Bwilliam Ragan, Modern Elementar; School Curriculum, 
New York: Dryden Press Co., ~1953) P• 5. 
9virginia Lee Block, ",yomprehensive Approach to the 
Solution of Behavior Problems, Meeting Special Needs ~ ~ 
!ndividual Child, Nineteenth Yearbook of the National 
Elementary School Principals, Vol. XIX: No. 6. (July, 1940) 
p. 560. 
l~iilliam H. Burt on, The Guidance Q.f_ Le a:rni~ 
Activities, New York: D. Appleton Century Co., 1 41.~· 
l 
9 
Lee11 considers it "the crucial point in the child 1 s edu-
cation", and Jersild12 .feels that "the child of six shows 
himself' to be an individualistic as well as a social 
creature". 
From research it is learned that childhoodlJ,l4 is 
the period o.f greatest opportunity .for building sound mental 
and emotional health and also .for developing personalities. 
Redl and Wattenberg present the viewpoint that 
'I 
teachers with a better understanding o.f a child's mental 
health should be: nmore capable o.f spotting those children 
who are mentally sick and who need expert help". More than I 
that, it means that teachers Will be sensitive to the .forces 
which cause personality distortion and will guide their 
classes in ways that will minimize vulnerable children.l5 
11J. Murray Lee 1 Willis Clark and Doris May Lee, 
"Measuring Reading Readiness.u • . Elementary School Journal, 
Vol. XXXIV, (May, 1954), P• 656 .• 
12Jersild and .:Associates, Child Development and the 
Curriculum, New York: Bureau o.f PUblications, Teachers---
College, Columbia University, (1946), p. 66. 
13Ethel Kawin, 11The Guidance Program in a Suburban 
Community o.f the Middlewest", Meeting Special Needs of the 
Individual Child. Nineteenth Yearbook o.f the National 
Elementary .School Principals. Vol. XXX, No. 6. (July, 
1940), p. 305. 
lit-Laura Zirbes, "What Creative Teaching Means", 
Childhood Education. (October, 1956), p. 51. 
15Fritz Redl and William W ~ Wattenberg, Mental Hygiene 
in Teachin~· New York: Harcourt Brace & Co., 1951, p. 25. 
---~ - - - =- l 
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The Personality of the First Grade Child 
"Each child is different bringing to school a special 
native endowment, a special rate and pattern development, 
and a special home background.l6 
When the teacher talks about these areas she includes ' 
them in the term personality of the child. Students of 
psychology have written many articles about the personality 
of children. 
Tschechtelin feels that: 
"There are innumerable factors which enter into 
a child's total personality pattern. No two 
individuals are identical in their personalities. 
It is personality that distinguishes us one from 
another."l7 
Young states: 
"The child is a dynamic personality loaded 
with all sorts of attitudes, habits, and ideas 
touching every aspect of his life, health, 
social, emotional adjustments and intellectual 
matters. nld 
Being cognizant of the fact that each child has 
different needs and a unique personality the teacher must 
be familiar with and use many educational tools in her 
16Gladys G. Jenkins, Helen Schacter 
Bauer, These Are Your Children, New York: 
and Company, 1953~ 112. 
and vl ill.iarn W. 
Scott Foresman 
17M. Amatora Tschechtelin, "Teacher Ratings of Pupil 
Personality", Educational Admin is tra t ion and Supervision, 
Vol. XXXIV, (November, 1948), pp. 412-413-.--
lBKimball Young, Personality and Problems of Adjust-
ment_ ,_N~w __ J or k:_ ~s_._ Crof1._and CoJEpany,_ l947, pp. P:39 ::431_. 
study of the child. 
Studying the Child's Personality 
From Bliss the information is gained that: 
The growth of the child's personality and other 
qualities that influence living and working together in 
groups do not came by the mere waving of a magician's 
wand. 19 
Psychiatrists are finding that "through all the in-
flux of behavior and feeling there is consistency and that 
there are depths to the personality of which the conscious 
mind is not aware.n20 
An Art Education Bulletin states that Menninger says :
1
1 
Every individual has a mental picture of himself· 
This mental picture often is in contradiction to 
how he looks to others. It greatly depends on the 
individual's occupation, his own sense of values 
and his feeling about ~Is own worth; it may even be 
culturally influenced. 
Hurphy states: 
"In his private world the child develops an 
image of the self largely in terms of how he has 
been treated by his family and other adults. 
Those professionally concerned with young children 
are continually baffled by the inability or the 
unwillingness of a child to tell what he thinks 
l9walton B. Bliss, Personality and School Accent on 
Youth, Boston: Allyn and Bacon Company, (1951), p. 7.-
20Mid-Century White House Conference on Children and 
Youth, Washington, D. C.: (1950), P• 3· - ---
21"Art Educa~ion for the Exceptional Child, Eastern 
Arts AS$OCiation, 1 Bulletin of the Research Committee, 
Vol. VI: No. 1 (April, 1956);-p:-15. 
12 
or believes or how he feels. 22 
Obviously for a teacher to gain insights into the 
personalities of all her pupils she needs a tool by which 
she can appraise the needs of the child. 
A survey of testing literature reveals several per-
sonality measuring instruments at the child level. Among 
them the Pintner Personality Inventory, the Boynton P.B.C. 
Personality Inventory and the Baxter Child Personality Test. 
Each differs somewhat from the other but all purport to 
measure personality. Another such test is the California 
Test of Personality for Kindergarten-Primary Grades.23 It 
is designed to identify and reveal the status of certain 
highly important components in personality and social ad-
justment often referred to as intangibles. This test is 
also designed to provide teachers, supervisors and admin-
istrators with significant evidences of the personal and 
social status of individuals and groups and to provide a 
means for guiding them to better adjustment. This test 
gives evidence of hm-v students feel, think and act regard-
ing a wide variety of situations which vitally affect them 
as individuals or as members of groups. 
22 Lois Barclay Murphy, Personality In Young Children, 
New York: Basic Books Company, (1956), p. v. 
23Louis P. Thorpe Willis W. Clark, and Ernest W. 
Tiegs, Manual California Test of Personality, Los Angeles: 
California Test Bureau, (1953), p. 2. 
13 
-- -===It==== 
I 14 
Shaffer24 feels that the "subjective evaluation of 
the questions gives the impression that they are skillfully 
worded and are well adapted to the developmental levels for 
which they are intended." However, he questions the validity 
of the test. 
25 Gabler's review of this test submits the infor.ma-
tion that "precautions were· taken to insure validity and the 
-
tryout reveals reasonable reliability." An advantage of 
this sort of test is the ease of scoring and interpretation. 
The class or individual profile speaks aloud and gives a 
diagnostic story of each person and class taking the test." 
There are varied projective techniques looked to as 
a procedure for studying a child to find out what he thinks 
or believes or how he feels. 
Bell stated that "the purpose of projective tech-
niques is to gain insight into the individual personality 11 , 29 
and that their method is "to reveal the total personality, 
or aspects of the personality in their framework of the 
whole 11 • 27 
24oscar Krisen Buros, The Third Mental Measurements 
Yearbook, New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1949, 
p. 26. 
25Buros _, £E.• ·, cit. , p. 27 • 
26John E. Bell, "~rejective Techniques", A Dynamic 
Approach to the Study of the Personality. New York: 
Longmans, Green and Company, 1948, p. 4. 
27 Loc. cit., p. 4~ _ 
"T 
I 
Cronbach feels that often the responses to projective 
tests "reveal attitudes of which the pupil ·is not himself 
aware". 28 
In the study of personalities several projective 
tests are used by clinicians. 
The most widely used tests in this area are the 
Rorschach and the Thematic Apperception Test. The former 
makes use of pupil interpretation of ink blocks and the 
latter consists of a wide variety of pictures as the basis 
I for pupil responses. The Syondi Test employs photographs 
of persons and use pupil indications of likes and dislikes 
as the basis for analysis. 29 
The Bellaks3° designed the Children's Apperception 
Test to be used with children from three to eleven years. 
This test uses ten animal pictures. Thus far experimenta-
tion indicates that it can inspire longer and more vivid 
stories than the TAT test. It also has the advantage that 
the pictures represent most of the important problems of 
28Lee J. Cronbach, Educational Psychology, New York: 
I 15 
~·~ 
Harcourt Brace and Company, Inc., 1954, p. loS. 
29Harry A. Greene, Albert N. Jorgensen and J. Raymond I 
Gerberich, Measurement and Evaluation !£ the Elementary I 
School. New York: Longmans, Green and Company, pp. 298-299. 
3°Harold H. Anderson and Gladys L • . Anderson, An 
1 
Introduction to Projective Techniques, New York: Prentice 
Hall, Inc., 19;1, P• 225. 
childhood. There is the possibility that it can be recom-
mended ror work with pre~adolescent children. 
Due to the complexity or the above mentioned tests 
only a trained psychologist should attempt to use them. 
Teachers dealing constantly with children need a 
less complicated method or studying behavior. 
Machover 1 s Method or Personality Investigation in 
the Drawing or the Human Figure is a technique which may 
reasonably be used by the educated teacher. The major re-
quirement is that she "sirt out essentials and rocus upon 
the core and motivations or a personali tyn.3l This test 
I 
ff-
is an outgrowth or work using Goodenough's Draw-A-Man Test II 
in the study or intelligence. Machover's test is receiving I 
wide recogni tion32 and use in clinical practice. · II 
Rarriman 1 s33 review of the Machover test reports that 1 
drastic improvements are needed berore the draw-a-person 
technique should be employed in personality appraisals. 
Stewart34 feels that the Ma.chover technique is good 
3lRarold H. Anderson and Gladys L. Anderson, An 
Introduction to Projective Techniques, New York: Prentice 
Hall, 1951, p;-341. 
32Louis H. Stewart, "The Expression o:f Personality in 
Drawings and Paintingsn, Genetic Psychology Honograph. 
Vol. 1: 1955, P• 49. -
33oscar Krisen Buros, The 
Yearbook, Highland Park, N. J.: 
p. 112. 
34Buros, 2£• cit., p. 112. 
~---=-- ·===--
Fourth Mental Measure~ents 
The Gryphon Press, 19 3, 
16 
~,, 
!I 
~or ~urnishing additional in~or.mation regarding an individ-
ual's personality and that its "greatest value lies in the 
~ocus ~or research in the Figure Drawing area which it 
a~~ords 11 • 
Clark reported that: 
Play techniques serve as a tremendous aid to child 
psychologists in their work with disturbed children. 
A knowledge o~ such techniques as the ordinary media 
of finger paints, clay, puppets, wooden dolls which 
may be dismantled, might offer some insight into the 
behavior pattern of an unusual child which the 
teache35could observe in the midst o~ peer play or study. 
The role of the expressive arts36 in studying the 
development of a healthy personality in a child seems wor-
thy of some special consideration. This is because they 
have been heavily leaned on by some to provide outlet for 
emotions quite rigidly controlled in all other parts of 
school life. But observation of individual children during 
play therapy is time consuming. It takes too long to be 
used with all the children. . · 
This investigation is particularly concerned with 
children's drawings as a more facile technique of seeing 
the child through his expressive art. 
35Philip Clark, nTeacher Use and Understanding o~ 
Tests", Journal of Education (April, 1957) P• 23. 
36viktor Lowe~eld, ''Children Communicate Through 
Art", Childhood Education, (December, 1956} p. 160. 
I 
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that: 
Read's writings present the subjective viewpoint 
The child's concept formation in his drawing is 
an expression of his whole personality. Through 
his art the child may give us an intimate under-
standing of the type of relationships he has es-
tablished to the things he represented.37 
Lowenfe ld says: 
The staggering number of nervous breakdowns and 
of people with adjustment difficulties is ample 
evidence for the need for every possible means 
which we can muster to provide our children with 
the best opportunities for the development of a 
healthy personality. 
Art has a fundamental influence on the 
personality growth, and therefore also on 
future, and this is a f~gt which has been 
mined beyond any doubt.J 
child 1 s 
his 
deter-
Research in Children's Drawings 
As early as 1893 an interest in children's art was 
displayed. Barnes39 conducted a study of children's 
drawings. Similar studies were done by Herrick,4° -
Faber 
York, 
37Herbert Read, Education Through Art, London: 
and Faber, 1943. 
38Viktor Lowenfeld 1 Your Child and his ~' New 
MacMillan Company, 19~P. 177. 
39E. Barnes, "A Study of Children's Drawings", 
Pediatric Seminary, 2, (1893) pp. 451-463. 
4°M. A. Herrick, 11 Children 1 s Drawings", Pedigogical 
Seminary, 3 (1893) pp. 338-339. 
1 
I 
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Maitlan~4l Lukens,42 and Gallagher.43 The findings from 
these studies revealed that in the drawings of the child ·1 
up to ten years of age the most frequently recurring sub-
ject is that of human beings. 
There was further interest in children's drawings 
in 1908 when Sully said: 11 I think that the first crude 
drawings are valuable as throwing light on the workings of 
childrens 1 minds". 44 
Other studies done by DeFusac,45 Kurbitz,46 Reja,47 
and Roun~,48 have given evidence that mental deterioration 
or abnormalities of functioning may be revealed in drawings. 
41L. Maitland, "What Children Drat.; to Please Them-
selves", Inland Educator, 1 (1895) p.trr:'-
4 2H. Lukens, "A Study of Children's Drawings in the 
Early Years", Pedigogical Seminary, 4 (1896) pp. 79-110. 
431'1. -Gallagher, "Children's Spontaneous Drawings", 
Northwest Monthly, 8 (1897) PP• 130-134· 
44James Sully, Studies in Childhood~ ~· New York, D. 
Appleton and Co., (1908) p. 332:- .. 
. 45Rogues DeFusac, .,Les Eerite et les Deasines dans les 
Maladies Nerveures et Mantales 11 • 
4~. Kurbi tz, "Die Zeichnungen Geistiskranker peraonent' 
Zeitschrift fur die gesSI\'mlte Neurologie und Psychiatry, 
Vol. 13, (1902) PP• 153-182. 
47Marcel Reja, "L'arte Malade: Dessin de Fous", 
Revue Uni verselle, Vol. I ., ( 1901) pp. 913-915 and 940-944· 
48Rouna, Georges, "Un Cas . de Mythomanic 11 , Arcbi ves 
de Psychologic, Vol. VII (1908), pp. 258-282 • . 
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Drawings ~ Projective Research Tool 
Drawings as a projective research tool is made 
49 · II reference to by Korner in h~r study of Some Aspects of 
Hostility in Young Childrenn done in 1949. It is in this 
study that reference is made to Appel's5° work done in 
having children draw pictures of their homes. From this 
study the experimenter was able to make pertinent infer-
ences about their reactions to their environment. 
Traube51 found a correspondence between childrens 1 
52 .. drawings and certain personaLity traits and Wolff at'.:. 
tempted to evaluate a child's home situation and his feel-
ing of security through his drawings. 
53 Despert used drawings and knife carving not only 
in the imagination of children's emotional problems in 
general but also their feelings of hostility. 
The results of a study of art and personality made 
I 20 
49Anneliess FreiQman Korner, Some Aspects of Hostilit~ 
in Young Children. New York: Grune and Stratton;-1949, p. ~. 
5oK. E. Aij>pel, "Drawings by Children As Aids to Per-
sonality Studies', American Journal Orthopsychiatry, 
(Vol. I, 1931) PP• 129-144. 
5lT. Traube, "La valeur diagnostique des dessins des 
enfant 1 s difficiles 11, Arch. Psychologie, (Vol. 26: 1937) 
pp •. 285-309. -
52w. Wolff, ·The Personali t~ of the Pre-School Child '~ . 1 
New York: Grune and-m'ratton, 194 , p. ~:-- . 1 
53J. L. Despert, Emotional Problems in ChiJdren ·, .~936, 
Utica: New York State Hospital Press, p. 12~ 
by Prescott and Associates gave evidence that "Art forms a 
valuable source of outlet particularly for a child given to 
excessive daydreaming" .54 I 
In 191~9 there was a survey of research done on art j 
among schizophrenic children.55 The findings in this study 
indicate: 
That a valid and reliable test utilizing spon-
taneous art as a projective technique in the diagnosis 
of early schizophrenia in children is greatly to be 
desired but a great deal more caref~ully controlled 
and statistically analyzed research is mandatory be-
fore the for.mulation6of such a group of indices could be justified.~ 
Rosenzwerg expresses the opinion in regard to a pro-
jective technique in measuring personality that 11 it is al-
ways essential to consider for what particular purpose, for 
what specific prediction or heuristic use the validity of 
procedure is going to be assessed.57 Such consideration 
very likely will avoid confusion and inconclusiveness in 
obtaining the results. 
54Daniel Prescott and Associates, "The Child Study 
Process at Work: Study of Fantasy", Understanding the Child. 
Vol. XIV, No. 4 (October, 19~5) P• .108. 
55Blanche s. Brody, Survey of ~Research Done 2£ Art 
.Among Schizophrenic Children, 'ID'npttbif.s~ed Masterls"""'lfEiEi"sis, 
Boston University, 1949. 
5bibid., P• 75. 
57saul Rosenzwerg, "Idiodynamics in Personality with 
Special Reference to Projective Methods", Psychological 
Review, (May, 1951) Vol. LVIII: No. 3, -p. 213. 
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Fred A. Stonesifer58 in 1949 presented one of the 
few objective, clinical, and scientifically reliable and 
valid studies in the field of spontaneous art. He came 
to the conclusion that the human figure drawn by itself 
will not differentiate between schizophrenic and non-
psychotic adults. This seems to invalidate a good deal of 
Karen Machover's carefully written book on drawing analysis 
·using the human figure. 
' ll 22 
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Vernier 1 s59 book, Projective Drawings, is primarily 
concerned with the use of the projective technique as a 
teaching tool. The results of this study give evidence that I 
the Draw-A-Man Test can be valuable in capturing graphically ! 
some personality characteristics. 
The significance of easel paintings at the pre-
P~~mary i~~~i has been studied by Alschuler60 and Hattwick. 
They found the following re·la tionships between behavior and 
easel painting. 
1. Color tends to give the clearest clues as to the 
nature and degree of intensity of the child's emotional life J 
5BFred A. Stonesifer, : . 1~A G-oodenough Scale Evaluation 
of Human Figures Drawn by Schizophrenic and Non-Psycholtic l 
Adultsn, Journal of Clinical Psychology, 5 (Oct., 1949) pp396-
398. ··59 
ClaireMyers Vernier, Projective Drawings, Grune and 
Stratton, New York, 1952, pp. v & lb8. . 
60Alschuler, R. H. and Hattwick L. w., "Painting and I 
Personality, A Study of Young Ghildrenft (2 Vols.) Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1947· 1 
2. Line and form tend to give the most intelligible 
clues to (l) the amount of energy the child is expending , 
(2) the degree of control the child is exercising, (3) the 
direct ion in which that control is operating. Color, line 
and fo1~ considered together are likely to indicate the 
balance which exists between the child's impulsive drives, 
on the one hand, and his overt, controlled behavior on the 
other hand. 
3· Space usage and spatial pattern tend to give 
less of a. picture of a child's inner life than a picture of 
the child as he relates and is reacting to his environment. 
The Goodenough61 Draw-A-Man Test was introduced in 
62 1926. Berrien's study of the drawings of abnormal chil-
dren reports that Goodenough pointed out that 11 it is not 
entirely unreasonable that a form of expression so closely 
I 
I 
related to the child's mental life as is spontaneous drawings • 
may perhaps reveal traces of such maladjustments". I 
Findings of various investigators using the Good- I 
enough Draw-A-Man Test lead to the following conclusions: 
(1) Drawing to the child is primarily a language, 
a form of expression, rather than a means of creating beauty. j 
61Florence L. Goodenough, Measurement 2£ Intelligence 
~Drawings. New York: World Book Company, 1926. 
62F. K. Berrien, "A Study of the Drawings of Abnormal 
Children", Journal of Educational Psychology. Vol. XXVII, 
(1935) pp. 143-lSO.--
I 
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(2) In the beginning a child draws what he knows 
rather than what he sees. The transition rrom the rirst 
stage to the second is a gradual and continuous one. 
(3) The order or development in drawing is re-
markably constant. 
(4) Up to about age or ten years children draw 
the human rigure in prererence to any other subject. 
Further investigation or the Goodenough Draw-A-Man 
test discloses a research study done in 1953 by Papavas-
silious63. The rindings , in this study bear out Goodeno'tlgh' s II 
theory that, although this test is free from verbal re-
' 
quirements, it is most suitable when used with children of 
reasonably similar backgrounds who are equally motivated 
to do well. 
Criteria for Evaluating the Human Figure 
Results or studies on Goodenough's Draw-A-Man Test 
64 -give evidence that a child draws what he knov.rs rather 
than what he sees. The author points out that changes in 
children's drawings take place from age to age. 
A human figure drawn by a child of rour or five may 
make all sorts or amusing errors in assembling the different 
6 . I 
3Th. Papavassilious, "The Validity of the Goodenough 
Draw-A-Man Test in Greece", Journal or Educational Psychology, 
Vol. XLIV, 1953, P• 244 • . 
64Florence L. Goodenough Dem.J_opme~tal Psychology, 
New York: D. Appleton-Century Compan~, 1~~4, p. 333. 
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parts. Frequently arms are attached to the bead or to the 
legs even when the trunk is drawn. If the trunk is omitted 
legs are attached to the head. However, backward children, 
even when the trunk is drawn, continue to attach the legs 
to the head on either side of the trunk. Sometimes legs are 
attached to the arms or to the brim of the hat. 
Usually little children draw the human figure full 
face. Older and brighter children less often omit es-
sential parts of a drawing. 
At the age of five about 35 per cent of children's 
drawings of the human figure include the hat but only 13 
per cent show the hair. 
Lowenfeld65 presents the following criteria for 
evaluating the human figure drawing of a child: 
1. Scribbling with good and free motions done 
by a child at age of three considered nor.mal; at a ge 8 , 
backward. 
2. Circular for the head and longitudinal for the 
legs. Child's first representation of a man. 
3· Age five, head and feet representations are 
common. 
4• Further enrichment of his concept of man will 
depend upon the child's mental growth, his sensitivity to 
b5Viktor Lowenfeld, Creative and Mental Growth, 
New York: Macmillan Company, (1947)~ 113. 
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stimuli and the proper stimulation by the teacher. 
In this chapter I have presented the related re-
search. In Chapter III I will present the Analysis Data. 
CHAPTER III 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
The purpose of this study as stated was to attempt to 
find out whether the Machover Personality Projection Test 
would identify the pupils having personality problems as 
well as the California Personality Test. 
The Tables of Distribution on page 29 sh.ow the scat-
ter of population of ages and I. Q. 1 s used in this study. 
These tables include girls, boys, and boys and girls. 
For statistical purpose the chi-square technique was 
employed. The application of this technique made it possible 
to dete~nine significant differences from a chance distri-
bution of choices within the categories investigated. Each 
table shows the chi-square values and the probability that 
the obtained results might have occurred had chance factors 
been operating alone. When the cell frequencies are small 
as in this study it is the practice to make allowances that 
are theoretically necessary. The allowance made was to 
deduct .5 from each one of the discrepancy values. This is 
known as "Yates's correction for continuity. 1166 
The following formula was used: X.:-.J/f"' --{t-·D.?-
The tables on pages 30-45 interpret this formula. 
66G. W. Snedecor, Statistical Me.thods. Ames, Iowa: 
Collegiate, 1937, p. 161. 
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ination by Machover Drawings and by the California Person-
ality Test (with the cutting line on the 30th percentile), 
girls, boys, and girls and boys, (3) the comparison of 
problem discrimination by Machover Association Test and by 
the California. Personality Test (with the cutting line on ·1 
I 
the 20th percentile) girls, boys, and boys and girls, (4) 
the comparison of problem discrimination by Machover Asso-
ciation Test and by the California Personality Test (with 
the cutting line on the 30th percentile) girls, boys, and 
boys and girls, (5) the comparison of problem discrimina-
tion by I1achover Drawings and the Machover Association 
Test. 
The table s on pages 46-48 show the extent of 
agreement between Machover Drawings and Machover Associa-
tions in discrLminating girls, boys, and boys a.nd girls. 
28 
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TABLE I 
DISTRIBUTION OF POPULATION OF GIRLS, BOYS, A.i'ID GIRLS A:NlJ 
ACCORDING TO C. A. AND I. Q. 
I 
BOYS I 
II ' 
I 
Variable Number Mean S. D. a.M. I 
Chronol-ogical 
Girls 28 6.5 3.210 1.648 
Boys 29 6.5 2.793 1.928 
Total 57 6.5 3.009 2.509 I 
! 
' 
I 
California Mental Maturity I Intelligence Quotient 
I Girls 28 109 9·39 .561 
Boys 29 101 11.28 
·477 
I 
I 
Total 57 107 11.34 .666 I 
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TABLE II 
COMPARISON OF PROBLEM DISCRIMINATION OF GIRLS 
BY MACHOVER DRAWINGS AND BY CALIFORNIA 
PERSONALITY TEST 
WITH CUTTING LINE AT 20th PERCENTILE 
Machover Drawings 
No 
Problem Problem Total 
California ) 
) Problem 7 1 8 
Personality) 
) No 
Test ) Problem 10 10 20 
~ ) Total 17 11 28 ) 
= 1.8837 
• lies between .10 and .20 (interpolated .18) 
The kind of a relationship between discrimination of girls 
with and without problems as displayed on the California 
Personality Test (with cutting line at the 20th percentile) 
and the same kind of discrimination by the Machover Person-
ality Test in Drawings -could occur by chance 18 per cent of 
the time. This is not sufficient to show that they are in 
enough agreement to make it statistically significant. 
30 
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TABLE III 
COMPARISON OF PROBLEM DISCRIMINATION OF BOYS 
BY MACHOVER DRAWINGS AND BY CALIFORNIA 
PERSONALITY TEST 
WITH CUT'riNG LINE AT 20th 
PERCENTILE 
Machover Drawings 
No 
Problem Problem 
California ) 
) Problem 6 2 
Personality) 
) No 
Test ) 
~ 
Problem 7 14 
~ Total 13 16 
P • lies between .10 and .20 (interpolated .12) 
Total 
8 
21 
29 
The kind of a relationship between discrimination of boys 
with or without problems displayed on the California Person- 11 
ality Test (with cutting line at the 20th percentile) and 11 
the same kind of discrimination on the Mac hover Personality I 
Test in Drawings could occur by chance 12 per cent of the 
time. This shows a tendency of the two tests to agree on 
the same kind of discrimination but not to a sufficient 
degree to be statistically significant. 
=-===#===- - -
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TABLE IV 
COMPARISON OF PROBLEM DISCRIMINATION OF BOYS AND GIRLS 
BY MACHOVER DRAWINGS AND BY CALIFORNIA 
PERSONALITY TEST 
California ) 
) 
Personality) 
) 
Test ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
x2 = 5.855 
WITH CUT'riNG LINE AT 20th 
PERCENTILE 
Machover Drawings 
No 
Problem Problem 
Problem 13 3 
No 
Problem 17 24 
Total 30 27 
P • lies between .02 and Dl (interpolated .016) 
Total 
16 
41 
57 
When you combine both the groups of boys and girls the 
nQmber under consideration is increased. With this larger 
number the agreement of the two instruments in the power to 
discriminate between pupils with and without problems be-
comes statistically highly significant. 
I II 
TABLE V 
COMPARISON OF PROBLEM DISCRI }ITNATION OF GIRLS 
BY MACHOVER DRAWINGS AND BY CALIFORNIA 
PERSONALITY TEST 
WITH CUTTING LINE AT 30th PERCENTILE 
Machover Drawings 
No 
Problem Problem Total 
) Problem 11 6 17 
California ) ) No -
Personality) 
) 
Problem 6 5 11 
Test ) 
) Total 17 11 28 
) 
x2 = .o2512 
P • lies between .80 and .90 (interpolated .88) 
The kind of a relationship between discrimination of girls 
with or without problems on the California Personality 
Test (with cutting line at the 30th percentile) and the same 
kind of discrimination on the Machover Personality Test in 
Drawings could occur by chance 88 per cent of the time. 
This is enough in agreement to show that they are statis-
tically significant. 
33 
TABLE VI 
COMPARISON OF PROBLEM DISCRIMINATION OF BOYS 
BY MACHOVER DRAWINGS AND BY CALIFORNIA 
PERSONALITY TEST 
WITH CUTTING LI NE AT 30th PERCENTILE 
Machover Drawings 
No 
Problem Problem Total 
) 
)1 Problem 10 9 19 
Cali.fornia ) 
) No 
Personality) Problem 3 7 ) 
Test ) Total 13 16 ) 
= .6168 x2 
p • lies between .30 and .50 (interpolated ·45) 
10 
29 
The kind of a relationship between discrimination of boys 
with or without problems displayed on the California Person- 1 
ality Test (with cutting line at the 30th percentile) and 
the same kind o.f discrimination on the Machover Personality 
Test in Drawings could occur by chance 45 per cent of the 
time. This shows a tendency o.f the two tests to agree on 
the same kind o.f discrimination but not to a su.fficient 
degree to be statistically significant. 
=-====--- --·-
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TABLE VII 
COl1PARISON OF PROBLEI'1 DISCRIMINATION OF BOYS AND GIRLS 
BY MACHOVER DRAWINGS AND BY CALIFORNIA 
PERSONALITY TEST 
WITH CUTTING LINE AT 30th PERCENTILE 
Machover Drawings 
No 
Problem Problem Total 
) 
Problem 21 15 36 
California ) 
) No 
Personality) 
) 
Problem 9 12 21 
Test ) Total 30 27 57 ) 
x2 = .7742 
P • lies between .30 and .50 (interpolated .40) 
tVhen you combine both the groups of boys and girls the 
n~mber under consideration is increased. With this larger 
I 35 
number the agreement of the two instruments in the po~~r to 
discriminate between pupils with and without problems could ll 
I 
occur by chance 40 per cent of the time. This is not enough 
' ' to be statistically significant. 
- ---=== 
TABLE VIII 
COMPARISON OF PROBLEM DISCRIMINATION OF GIRLS 
BY HACHOVER ASSOCIATION TEST AND BY 
CALIFORNIA PERSONALITY TEST 
\HTH CUTTING LINE AT 20th PERCENTILE. 
Machover Association 
No 
Problem Problem Total 
) 
) Problem 6 2 8 
Calif'ornia ) 
) No 
Personality) Problem 6 20 ) 
Test ~ Total 20 8 28 ) 
x2 = . 031J.O 
P lies between .80 and .90 (interpolated .86) 
The kind of a relationship betvJ-een discrimination of girls 1 
with or without problems d.isplayed on the California Per-
sonality Test (with cutting line at the 20th percentile) 
and the same kind of discrimination on the Machover Asso-
ciation Test could occur by chance 86 per cent of' the 
time. This shows a tendency of the two tests to agree on 
the same kind of discrimination to a suf'ficient degree to 
be statistically signif'icant. 
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TABLE IX 
COHPARISON OF PROBLEM DISCRIMINATION OF BOYS 
BY I'1ACHOVER ASSOCIATION TEST AND BY 
CALIFORNIA PERSONALITY TEST 
WITH CUTTING LINE AT 20th PERCENTILE 
Machover Association 
No 
Problem Problem Total 
) Problem 3 8 
Calii'ornia ) 
) No 
Personality) 
) 
Problem 8 13 21 
Test ) 
) Total 13 16 29 ) 
x2 = .5649 
P • Lies between .30 and .50 (interpolated .46) 
The kind of' a relationship between discrimination of boys 
with or without problems displayed on the Calii'ornia Per-
sonality Test (with cutting line at the 20th percentile) 
and the same kind of' discrimination on the Machover Asso-
I' 
elation Test could occur by chance 46 per cent of' the time.
1 This shows a tendency of' the two tests to agree on the same 
kind of discrimination but not to a sui'ficient degree to 
be statistically significant. 
---==-=::#===== - -- - -===---- =----- -
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TABLE X 
COMPARISON OF PROBLEM DISCRIMINATION OF GIRLS AND BOYS 
BY MACHOVER ASSOCIATION TEST AND BY 
CALIFORNIA PERSONALITY TEST 
WI'rH CDTTING LINE Kr 20th PERCENTILE 
Machover Association 
No 
Problem Problem Total 
) 
) Problem 11 5 16 
CALIFORNIA ) 
) No 
Personality) Problem 22 19 41 ) 
Test ) 24 57 ) Total 33 
) 
P • lies between .30 and .50 (interpolated .48) 
When you combine both the groups o~ boys and girls the 
number under consideration is increased. With this 
larger humber the agreement of the two instruments in the 
po~ver to discriminate between pupils with and without 
problems could occur by chance 48 per cent o~ the time. 
This is not enough to be statistically significant. 
38 
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TABLE XI 
COI~ARISON OF PROBLEM DISCRIMINATION OF GIRLS 
BY l1ACHOVER ASSOCIATION TEST AND BY 
CALIFORNIA PERSONALITY TEST 
WITH CUTTING LINE AT 30th PERCElffiLE 
Machover Association 
No 
Problem Problem Total 
) 
) Problem 13 4 lr/ 
California ) 
) No 
Personality) 
) 
Problem 7 4 ll 
Test j Total 20 8 28 ) 
x2 = .0948 
p • lies between .70 and .80 (interpolated .77) 
The kind of a relationship between discrimination of girls 
with or without problems displayed on the California Per-
sonality Test (with cutting line at the 30th percentile) 
and the same kind of discrimination on the ~achover Asso-
ciation Test could occur by chance 77 per cent of the time. 
This is sufficient to show that they are in enough agree-
ment to make it statistically significant. 
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TABLE XII 
COMPARISON OF PROBLEM DISCRIMINATION OF BOYS 
BY MACHOVER ASSOCIATION TEST AND BY 
CALIFORNIA PERSONALITY TEST 
vliTH CUTTING LINE AT 30th PERCENTILE 
Machover Association 
· No 
Problem Problem Total 
) 
) Problem 10 9 19 
California ) 
) No 
Personality) Problem 
) 3 7 10 
Test 
? Total 13 16 29 ) 
x2 .6168 
P • lies between .30 and .50 (interpolated .45) 
The kind of a relationship between discrimination of boys 
vii th or without problems displayed on the California Per-
sonality Test (with cutting line at the 30th percentile) 
and the same kind of discrimination on the Machover Asso-
ciation Test could occur by chance 45 per cent of the time. I 
I 
This shows a tendency of the two tests to agree on the same l 
kind of discrimination but not to a sufficient degree to 
be statis'tically significant. 
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TABLE XIII 
COMPARISON OF PROBLEM DISCRIMINATION OF BOYS 
AND GIRLS BY ~~CHOv~R ASSOCIATION TEST 
AND BY CALIFORNIA PERSONALITY TEST 
WITH CUTTING LINE AT 30th PERCENTILE 
Machover Association 
No 
Problem Problem Total 
) 
) Problem 23 13 36 
California ) 
) No 
Personality) 
) 
Problem 10 11 21 
Test ~ Total 33 24 57 ) 
x2 = .8934 
P • lies between .30 and .50 (interpolated .36) 
When you combine both the groups of boys and girls the 
number under consideration is increased. With this larger 
number the agreement of the two instruments in the power 
to discriminate between pupils with problems and without 
problems could occur by chance 36 per cent of the time. 
This is not enough to be statistically significant. 
-::=.:=------ - ~ __ ::..=--
TABLE XIV 
COMPARISON OF PROBLEM DISCRIMINATION OF GIRLS 
BY MACHOVER DRAvJINGS AND BY 
MACHOVER ASSOCIATION TEST 
Machover _Drawings 
No 
Problem Problem Total 
) 
) Problem 16 4 20 Ivlachover ) 
) No 
Association) Problem ) 1 7 8 
Test j Total 17 11 28 ) 
x2 = 8.501 
P • greater than .01 
I 42 
The kind of a relationship between discrimination of girls 
with or without problems displayed on the Hachover Person- I 
ality Test in Drawings and the same kind of discrimination I 
on the Machover Association Test could occur by chance less 
than once in 100 times. Therefore, this relationship is 
regarded as very significant and the hypothesis of no re-
lationship between the two parts of the test is rejected. 
· -~--
- I 
TABLE XV 
COMPARISON OF PROB~1 DISCRIMINATION OF BOYS 
BY MACHOVER DRAWINGS AND BY 
MACHOVER ASSOCIATION TEST 
Machover Drawings 
No 
Problem Problem Total 
) 
) Problem 10 3 13 
Mach over ) 
) No 
Association) Problem 3 13 16 
) 
Test ) 
~ Total 13 16 29 
x2 = 7.717 
p • greater than .01 
The kind of a relationship between discrimination of boys 
with or without problems displayed on the l'1achover Person-
I 
I 
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r 
ality Test in Drawings and the same kind of discrimination 
on the - ~hchover Association Test could occur by chance less l 
than once in 100 times. Therefore, this relationship is 
regarded as very significant and the hypothesis of no re-
lationship between the two parts of the test is rejected. 
=======--------- --==== 
TABLE XVI 
COMPARISON OF PROBLEM DISCRIMINATION OF BOYS AND GIRLS 
BY MACHOVER DRAWINGS AND BY MACHOVER ASSOCIATION TEST . 
. . 
Machover Drawings 
No 
Problem Problem Total 
) 
) Problem 26 7 33 
Machover ) 
) No 
Assoc i ation) Problem 4 20 24 ) 
Test ) Total 
) 30 ) 27 57 
x2 - 18.937 
p • greater than .01 
The kind of a relationship between discrimination of boys 
and girls with or without problems displayed on the l1ach-
over Personality Test in Drawings and the same kind of 
discrimination on the Machover Association Test could occur 
by chance less than once in 100 times. Therefore, this 
relationship is regarded as very significant and the hy-
pothesis of no relationship between the two parts of the 
test is rejected. 
~-­
-
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TABLE XVII 
A SUUfviARY OF TEE C01'1PARISON OF PROBLEr1 DISCRIMINATION 
BY MACHOVER DRAvJINGS ~HTH STORY ASSOCIATIONS 
AND BY CALIFORNIA PERSONALITY TEST 
Girls 
Machover Drawings X2 = 1.8837 
and 
California Personality P • .18* 
Test, Cutting line at 
20th percentile 
Machover Drawings 
and 
California Personality 
Test, Cutting line at 
30th percentile 
Hachover Association 
and 
California Personality 
Test, Cutting line at 
20th percentile 
Machover Association 
and 
California Personality 
Test, Cutting line at 
30th percentile 
x 2 = .o2.5l 
p - .88 
x2 = .0340 
p • .86 
x 2 = .0948 
p • • 77 
x2 = 8 • .5ol 
Boys 
p - .12~~ 
x2 = .6168 
p - .4.5 
x 2 =- .. . .5649 
p • .46 
x2 = .6168 
p • ·4.5 
x2 = ·7.717 
Girls & Boys 
x2 = _5. 8.56
11 
p • .016~~- , 
X2 = .7742 
p • -40 
x2 = 
p -
x2 = 
p • 
I 
.5136 
•48 I i 
x2 = 18.937 Machover Drawings 
and 
Machover Associations P• greater P• greater P• greater ll 
than .01~· than .01-l: than .Ol-l!-
============================1 
Null hypothesis: There is no relationship between tests. 
~~ Null hypothesis disproved. There is a close relationship. 
- =-:,--c===- --
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TABLE XVIII 
EXTENT OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN MACHOVER DRAWINGS AND MACHOVER 
ASSOCIATIONS IN DISCRIMINATING GIRLS WITH PROBLEMS 
Machover Drawings 
No 
Problem Problem Total 
) 
) Problem 16 4 20 Mach over ) 
) No ) Problem 1 7 8 Association) 
) 
) Total 17 11 28 ) 
82% - agreement between the Hachover Drawings and the 
Iv.Iachover Association in discriminating girls with 
problems. 
18% - disagreement between the Machover Drawings and the 
Machover Association in discriminating girls with 
problems . 
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TABLE XIX 
EXTENT OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN VlACHOVER DRAWINGS AND MACHOVER 
ASSOCIATIONS IN DISCRIMINATING BOYS WITH PROBLEMS 
Mac hover Drawings 
No 
Problem Problem Total 
)-
) Problem 
Machover ) 10 3 13 
) No 
3 13 16 ) Problem Association?=-~---------+-----------+-----------+---------
~ Total 13 16 29 
79% - agreement between the Hachover Drawings and the 
Machover Association in discriminating boys 
with problems. 
at 21% - disagreement between the ~~chover Drawings and the 
Machover Association in discriminating boys with 
problems. 
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TABLE XX 
EXTENT OF AGREEMENT BET1VEEN I"lACHOVER DRAWINGS AND MACHOVER 
ASSOCIATIONS IN DIS CRIMINATING BOYS AND GIRLS WIT H PROBLE1~ 
J.v1achover Drawings 
No 
Problem Problem Total 
) 
) Problem 26 7 33 
Machover ) 
) No ) Problem 4 20 24 Associat ion) 
) 
) Total 30 27 57 ) 
81% - agreement between the Machover Drawings and the 
Machover Association in discriminating boys and 
girls with problems. 
19% - disagreement between the Machover Drawings and 
the I~chover Association in discriminating boys 
and girls wi tb problems. 
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CHAPTER IV 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose o~ this study was a small attempt to 
make an investigation of the Machover Personality Pro-
jection in the Drawing of the Human Figure as a device ~or 
locating children with personality problems at the Grade I 
level. 
Method of Study: The Machover tests were given individuall~ 
as outlined in Karen Machover's book, by the author to the 
57 ~irst grade children selected for the study. Upon com-
pletion of these tests the California Personality Test for 
Kindergarten-Primary level was administered by the three 
~irst grade teachers of the selected group of children. 
This test was given to a group of ten or fewer at a time 
until all the children were tested. 
The data was analyzed by chi-square method to find 
out whether the Machover Test would identify the pupils 
having personality problems in the same way as the Cali-
fornia Personality Test does this. 
The Results of the Study: 
1. The kind of a relationship between discrimination of 
girls with and without problems as displayed on the 
California Personality Test (with cutting line at the 
20th percentile) and the same kind of discrimination 
I 
II 
by the Machover Personality Test in Drawings could 
occur by chance 18 per cent of the time. This is not 
sufficient to show that they are in enough agreement to 
make it statistically significant. 
2. The kind of a relationship between discrimination of 
boys 1-1ith or without problems displayed on the Cali-
fornia Personality Test (with cutting line at the 20th 
percentile) and the same kind of discrimination on the 
Hachover Personality Test in Drawings could occur by 
chance 12 per cent of the time. This shows a tendency 
of the tv-ro tests to agree on the same kind of discrim-
ination but not to a sufficient degree to be statis-
tically significant. 
3. When you combine both the groups of boys and girls the 
number under consideration is increased. With this 
larger number the agreement of the two instruments in 
the power to discriminate between pupils with and with-
out problems becomes statistically highly significant. 
4. The kind of a relationship betw·een discrimination of 
girls with or without problems on the California Per-
sonality Test (with cutting line at the 30th percent~le) 
and the same kind of discrimination on the Machover 
Personality Test in Drawings could occur by chance 88 
per cent of the time. This is enough in agreement to 
show that they are statistically significant. 
==== ~""'---=- --====--======----·'' 
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5. The kind of a relationship between discrimination of 
boys with or without problems displayed on the Cali-
fornia Personality Test (with cutting line at the 30th 
percentile) and the same kind of discrimination on the 
I1achover Pel"sonality Test in Drawings could occur by 
chance 45 per cent of the time. This shows a tendency 
of the two tests to agree on the same kind of discrirn-
ination but not to a sufficient degree to be statisti-
cally significant. 
6. When you combine both the groups of boys and girls the 
number under consideration is increased. With this 
larger nmnber the agreement of the two instruments in 
the power to discriminate between pupils with and with-
out problems could occur by chance 40 per cent of the 
time. This is not enough to be statistically signifi-
cant. 
7. The kind of a relationship between discrimination of 
girls with or without problems displayed on the Cali-
fornia Personality Test (with cutting line at the 20th 
percentile) and the same kind of discrimination on the 
Machover Association Test could occur by chance 86 per 
cent of the time. This shows a tendency of the two 
tests to agree on the same kind of discrimination to a 
sufficient degree to be statistically significant. 
8. The kind of a relationship between discrimination of 
Boston University 
School of Education 
Library 
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boys with or without problems displayed on the Cali-
~ornia Personality Test (with cutting line at the 20th 
percentile) and the same kind o~ discrimination on the 
l\1:achover Association Test could occur by · chance 46 per 
cent of the time. This shows a tendency of the two 
tests to agree on the same kind of discrimination but 
not to a sufficient degree to be statistically signifi-
cant. 
9. ~fuen you combine both the groups of boys and girls the 
number under consideration is increased. With this 
larger number the agreement of the two instruments in 
the power to discriminate between pupils with and ~vi th-
out could occur by chance 48 per cent of the time. 
This is not enough to be statistically significant. 
10. The kind of a relationship between discrimination of 
girls with or without problems displayed on the Cali-
fornia Personality Test (with cutting line at the 30th 
percentile) and the same kind of discrimination on the 
Iviachover Association Test could occur by chance 77 per 
cent of the time. This is su~ficient to show that they 
are in enough agreement to make it statistically signi~­
icant. 
11. The kind of a relationship between discrimination o~ 
boys with or without problems displayed on the Cali-
fornia Personality Test (with cutting line at the 30th 
52 
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percentile) and the same kind o~ discrimination on the 
Machover Association Test could occur by chance 45 per 
cent of the time. This shows a tendency of the two 
tests to agree on the same kind of discrimination but 
not to a suf~icient degree to be statistically signi~i-
cant. 
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12. When you combine both the groups of boys and girls the II 
number under consideration is increased. With this 
larger number the agreement of the two instruments in 
the power to discriminate between pupils with problems 
and without problems could occur by chance 36 per cent 
o~ the time. This is not enough to be statistically 
significant. 
13. The kind o~ a relationship between discrimination o~ 
girls with or without problems displayed on the Iviachover , 
Personality Test in Drawings and the same kind o~ dis-
crimination on the Machover Association Test could 
occur by chance less than once in 100 times. There-
fore, this relationship is regarded as very significant 
and the hypothesis of no relationship between the two 
parts of the test is rejected. · 
14. The kind of a relationship between discrimination of 
boys with or without problems displayed on the l'1achover 1 
Personality Test in Drawings and the same kind of dis-
crimination on the Machover Association Test could occur 
- - . ==-===:.:= 
by chance less than once in 100 times. Therefore, this 
relationship is regarded as very significant and the 
hypothesis of no relationship between the two parts of 
the test is rejected. 
15. The kind of a relationship between discrimination of 
boys and girls with or without problems displayed on the 
Machover Personality Test in Drawings and the same kind 
of discrimination on the Machover Association Test could 
occur by chance less than once in 100 times. Therefore, 
this relationship is regarded as very significant and 
the hypothesis of no relationship between the two parts 
of the test is rejected. 
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Analysis of the data from the study showed: 
1. Using the cutting line on the 30th percentile on the 
California Personality Test the drawings correlate so 
it could happen by chance the one with the other over 
40 per cent of the time. 
2. If you use the Association with the California Per-
sonality Test on the 30th percentile cutting line this 
would not be in agreement more than 36 per cent of the 
time and even less than that if restricted to boys. 
3. At the 30th percentile line the drawings discriminated 
slightly better than the Associations for boys and 
girls. The drawings agreed more with the California 
Personality Test than the Associations did at this 
level, actually 12 per cent better. 
4· It would appear that the Machover Personality Projection 
Test in the Drawing of the Human Figure is in agreement 
between the parts of the test 81 per cent of the time. 
5. It will take much additional research and study before 
any definite findings and statistics can be reached 
validating the Machover Personality Projection Test as 
an instrument for screening or diagnosing personality 
problems. 
There are many limitations to this study. The 
sampling is small being limited to three first grades in 
one school and a representative population of the middle-
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upper socio-economic group. 
Drawings like many other approaches to personality 
measurements need much more research and verification before 
they can be depended upon as valid and reliable. However, 
the Machover Personality technique would appear to select 
the same pupils as having personality problems as does the 
California Personality Test, a test which now is used widely 
for this purpose. The drawings themselves which are easily 
secured from a group discriminate even better than does the 
associations with the drawings which must be secured in-
dividually and with considerably more effort. 
In addition, the drawings themselves are much less 
time consuming and more enjoyable to the students than is 
the California Personality Test. Since the Machover draw-
ings and the California Personality Test, with cutting line 
at the 20th percentile, are in statistically significant 
agreement in selecting pupils with problems, the Machover, 
it would seem, can probably be used as well as the Cali-
fornia Personality Test for this purpose. At least, this 
study points toward that conclusion. More research along 
this line is needed. 
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The data presented here is based entirely upon the 
analysis of the performance on the measuring instruments 
used in this study. Although personality patterns were ob-
served and noted no statistical breakdown of the patterns 
was attempted because numbers were too small and the chi-
square probabilities on discriminating between problem and 
no problem pupils was not high enough to warrant more de-
tailed treatment. 
In the light of the findings of this study, it is 
recommended that a much larger sampling be taken so that the 
power of the Machover technique to discriminate between one 
type of personality problem and another could be investi-
gated. 
Suggestions for further research: 
1. It would be valuable to conduct a similar exp:~ riment 
using a larger sampling of pupils. 
2. Case studies and evaluation by other instruments besides 
the California Test of Personality should be used in 
order to test the validity of the findings of the 
Mach over. 
3. A further study of a similar nature in a community 
where the children are representative of a wide socio-
economic extraction to see if this affects the 
findings. 
4• Chronological age might have same bearing on the subject 
57 
therefore research needs to be done with different age 
groups to determine if the instrument is valid with 
older pupils. 
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MACHOVER FIGURE DRA~HNG TEST--ASSOCIATIONS 
Name ____________________ ~Age ___ ·nate ______ .No. ____ ~M.F. 1 2 
Make up a story about the person in your drawing: 
Doing?------------- ---~---- Age Married? --------~More at-
Children Live with tached to 
------K.ind of -----------
Brothers or sisters v/ork 
------------------ ----------------
Schooling Ambition 
-------------------------- ----------------
Smart? _________________ Strong? __________ ~Healthy? ________ _ 
Good Best Worst 
Looking? part art 
Nervous What 1 s-oll -------------
type his mind? __________________________ _ 
Fears? Sad or happy? 
~----------------~ -------------------What gets Wish for 
him angry? most? 
Good Bad ----------------------------
points oints 
Mostly by himself --------------------~----
of 1-1 ith people? 
People say __________ ________ . 
Trust Afraid of 
people? them? 
-----~~------------- ------------Get along with 
wife or parents? __________ ~~--~Separated? ____________ __ 
Run Wife (or husband) 
around? run around? 
--------------------Expect to 
Going steady? ____________ ~marry? ________________________ __ 
Type of person go out with? ______________________________________________ __ 
Whom does the 
.picture remind you of? __________________________________ _ 
Like to be like him (or her)? 
--------------·----------------
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Y~CHOVER FIGURE DRAWING TEST--ASSOCIATIONS--Continued 
Your self-appraisal: 
Worst part Best part 
of body ______________________ of body ____________________ __ 
What's g ood Bad about 
about you? __________________ ~you? ________________________ _ 
Primary • GRADES KGN. to 3 • form AA 
California Test of Personality 
1953 Revision 
Devised by 
LOUIS P. THORPE, WILLIS W. CLARK, AND ERNEST W. TIEGS 
(CIRCLE ONE) 
Name ... .......................................................................................................................... Grade ___ ________________ __ _________ Boy Girl 
last First Middle 
Date of 
School ... __ -·-··---·---·-··-·-_____ _______ --·-····-··········· -····-···- ................... City···-··-····--·-·-·-·-·-·······-· Test-·-··-·-······················-·······-··········· 
Month Day Year 
Date of 
Ex a miner·--·----------------- ------- -- --- --·-·-····· ( ·····-··-·-·····-·-·) Pupil's Age _____ __ ________________________ Birth· --·--- ---··········-----··-···················--· 
Month Day Year 
TO BOYS AND GIRLS: 
This booklet has some questions which can be answered YES or NO. Your 
answers will show what you usually think, how you usually feel, or what you 
usually do about things. Work as fast as you can without making mistakes. 
DO NOT TURN THIS PAGE UNTIL TOLD TO DO SO. 
PUBLISHED BY CALIFORNIA TEST BUREAU- 5916 HOLLYWOOD BOULEVARD- LOS ANGELES 28, CALIFORNIA 
BRANCH OFFICES: NEW CUMBERLAND, PA.; MADISON, WIS.; DALLAS, TEXAS-COPYRIGHT 1942-1953 BY CALIFORNIA TEST BUREAU-COPY-
RIGHT UNDER INTERNATIONAL COPYRIGHT UNION-ALL RIGHTS RESERVED UNDER PAN-AMERICAN COPYRIGHT UNION-PRINTED IN U.S.A. 
987654321 
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CTP- P- AA 
PRACTICE QUESTIONS 
A. Do you have a dog at home? 
B. Did you walk all t4e way to school today? 
YES NO 
YES NO 
1. Is it easy for you to play by yourself 
when you have to? YES 
2. Is it easy for you to talk to your 
class? YES 
3. Do you feel like crying when you are 
hurt a little? YES 
4. Do you feel bad when you are blamed 
for things? YES 
5. Do you usually finish the games you 
start? YES 
6. Does someone usually help you dress? YES 
7. Can you get the children to bring 
back your things? YES 
8. Do you need help to eat your meals? YES 
1. Do the children think you can do 
things well? YES 
2. Do the other children often do nice 
things for you? YES 
3. Do you have fewer friends than other 
children? YES 
4. Do most of the boys and girls like 
you? YES 
5. Do your folks think that you are 
bright? YES 
6. Can you do things as well as other 
children? YES 
7. Do people think that other children 
are better than you? YES 
8. Are most of the children smarter than 
you? YES 
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CTP- P-AA Go RIGHT ON TO THE NEXT PAGE 
SECTION 1 A 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
Section I A 
NO (number right) ··························--··· 
SECTION 1 B 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
Section I B 
( nllmber r1ght I ···························-····· 
1. Do your folks sometimes let you buy 
things? YES 
2. Do you have to tell some people to let 
you alone? YES 
3. Do you go to enough new places? YES 
4. Do your folks keep you from playing 
with the children you like? YES 
5. Are you allowed to play the games 
you like? YES 
6. Are you punished for many things 
you do? YES 
7. May you do most of the things you 
like? YES 
8. Do you have to stay at home too 
much? YES 
1. Do you need to have more friends? YES 
2. Do you feel that people don't like 
you? YES 
3. Do you have good times with the 
children at school? YES 
4. Are the children glad to have you 
in school? YES 
5. Are you lonesome even when you are 
with people? YES 
6. Do people like to have you around 
them? YES 
7. Do most of the people you know 
like you? YES 
8. Do lots of children have more fun 
at home than you do? YES 
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CTP-P-AA Go RIGHT ON TO THE NEXT PAGE 
SECTION 1 C 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
Section . 1 C 
NO I number right) ·······--·-····-····--····· 
NO SECTION 1 D 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
Section 1 D 
(number right)·······:·····-··-·······-····· 
1. Do .the boys and girls often try to SECTION 1 E 
cheat you? YES NO 
2. Do you feel very bad when people 
talk about you? YES NO 
3. Are most of the boys and girls mean 
to you? YES NO 
4. Do you feel bad because people are 
mean to you? YES NO 
5. Do many children say things that 
hurt your feelings? YES NO 
6. Are many older people so mean that 
you hate them? YES NO 
7. Do you often feel so bad that you 
do not know what to do? YES NO 
8. Would you rather watch others play Section I E 
than play with them? YES NO (number rightJ ·········- ·········-··········· · 
1. Do you often wake up because of SECTION 1 F 
bad dreams? YES NO 
2. Is it hard for you to go to sleep at 
night? YES NO 
3. Do things often make you cry? YES NO· 
4. Do you catch colds easily? YES NO 
5. Are you often tired even in the 
morning? YES NO 
t 6. Are you sick much of the time? YES NO 
7. Do your eyes hurt often? YES NO 
8. Are you often mad at ·people with-
out knowing why? YES NO 
p 0 Q e 5 Section I F Go RIGHT ON TO THE NEXT PAGE CTP-P -.AA (number right) ............. ..... ... .......... .. . 
1. Should you mind your folks even 
when they are wrong? YES NO 
2. Should you mind your folks even if 
your friends tell you not to? YES NO 
3. Is it all right to cry if you cannot 
have your own way? YES NO 
4. Should children fight when people 
do not treat them right? YES NO 
5. Should a person break a promise 
that he thinks is unfair? YES NO 
6. Do children need to ask their folks 
if !hey may do things? YES NO 
7. Do you need to thank everyone who 
helps you? YES NO 
8. Is it all right to cheat if no one sees 
you? YES NO 
1. Do you talk to the new children at 
school? YES NO 
2. Is it hard for you to talk to new 
people? 
3. Does it_make you angry when people 
stop you from doing things? 
4. Do you say nice things to children 
who do better work than you do? 
5. Do you sometimes hit other children 
when you are playing with them? 
6. Do you play games with other 
children even when you don't want 
to? 
7. Do you help new children ·get used 
to the school? 
8. Is it hard for you to play fair? 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
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CTP-P-AA 
Go RIGHT ON TO THE NEXT PAGE 
SECTION 2 A 
SECTION 2 B 
Section 2 B 
(number right) ................................. . 
1. Do people often make you very 
angry? YES 
2. Do you have to make a fuss to get 
people to treat you right? YES 
3. Are people often so bad that you 
have to be mean to them? YES 
4. Is someone at home so mean that 
you often get angry? YES 
5. Do you have to watch many people 
so they won't hurt you? YES 
6. Do the boys and girls often quarrel 
with you? YES 
7. Do you like to push or scare other 
children? YES 
8. Do you often tell the other children 
that you won't do what they ask? YES 
1. Are your folks right when they make 
you mind? YES 
2. Do you wish you could live in some 
other home? YES 
3. Are the folks at home always good 
to you? YES 
4. Is it hard to talk things over with 
your folks because they don't under-
stand? YES 
5. Is there someone at home who does 
not like you? YES 
6. Do your folks seem to think that 
you are nice to them? YES 
7. Do you feel that no one at home 
loves you? YES 
8. Do your folks seem to think that you 
are not very smart? YES 
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Go RIGHT ON TO THE NEXT PAGE 
SECTION 2 C 
NO 
NO 
NO 
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NO 
NO 
Section 2 C 
NO (number right) ···-····························· 
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NO 
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(number right) ···- · ···· ····· ·· ···· ····· - ····· 
1. Do you often do nice things for the 
other children in your school? YES NO 
2. Are there many bad children in your 
school? YES NO 
3. Do the boys and gir Is seem to think 
that you are nice to them? YES NO 
4. Do you think that some teachers do 
not like the children? YES NO 
5. Would you rather stay home from 
school if you could? YES NO 
6. Is it hard to like the children in your 
school? YES NO 
7. Do the other boys and girls say that 
you don't play fair in games? YES NO 
8. Do the children at school ask you 
to play games with them? YES NO 
1. Do you play with some of the 
children living near your home? YES NO 
2. Do the people near your home seem 
to like you? 
3. Are the people near your home often 
mean? 
4. Are there people near your home 
who are not nice? 
5. D o you have good times with people 
who live near you? 
6. Are there some mean boys and girls 
who live near you? 
7. Are you asked to play 1n other 
people's ya-rds? 
8. Do you have more fun near your 
home than other children do near 
theirs? 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
Page 8 
CTP-P-AA STOP NOW WAIT FOR " FURTHER INSTRUCTIONS 
SECTION 2 E 
Section 2 E 
(number right) -·-··············-···· ....... 
SECTION 2 F 
